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Washington State received $6,799,430.00 under Title I, section 102 of the Help America Vote
Act. Funds provided under this section may only be used for the replacement of punch card
or lever voting systems. Washington has sixteen counties that qualify for punch card
replacement under this section.

Title 1, Section 102 HAVA funds.

In accordance with HAVA and our State plan, the flowing has been paid out of section 102 in
Calendar Year 2005 (CY05):

Asotin County - $159,872.50

Franklin County - $265,741.18

Mason County - $1,455.23

Stevens County - $150,090.54

Thurston County - $465,602.85

Whatcom County - $568,027.17

Yakima County - $24,688.03

Number and type of articles of voting equipment.
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1. Asotin County — Grant funds were awarded for the following:
# 3 eSlate Disability Access Units (DAUs) and
4 1 central count tabulator from HART Intercivic.

2. Franklin County — They were awarded a grant for 10 AVC Edge disability voting
devices and two four hundred — C Optech tabulators from Sequoia Voting Systems.
However, since HAVA only paid 58% ($265,741.18/$459,000) of the grant costs in
CY05, Equipment attributable to HAVA is as follows:

+ 6 AVC Edge disability voting devices
4 1 Four hundred — C Optech tabulators

3. Mason County — Funds were not spent on articles of voting equipment. However, a
portion of their grant award included training and voter education on the new system.
Articles of voting equipment were not purchased in CY05.

4. Stevens County — They were awarded a grant for 4 eSlate DAUs and 2
scanners/tabulation equipment from HART Intercivic. However, since HAVA only paid
62% ($150,090.54/$241,000) of the grant costs in CY05, Equipment atfributable to
HAVA is as follows:

4 2.5 eSlate DAUs
4 1.2 scanners/tabulators

5. Thurston County — Grant funds were awarded for the following:
«- 5 M650 central tabulators from Elections Systems and Software (ES&S)
# 3 M100 precinct tabulators from ES&S

6. Whatcom County — Grant funds were awarded for the following:
4 3 four hundred — C Optech tabulators from Sequoia Voting
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7. Yakima County — In CY04, | reported the following:
Yakima County received a grant for $518,327.14 in August 2004 to replace
their punch card voting system with proprietary voting equipment from Hart
Intercivic. Since the total cost to the county was $887,041.96, they may apply
for a supplemental grant to cover the additional costs after April 1, 2005.

The actual grant award was for $543,015.17, a difference of $24,688.03. The county
received a payment in CY05 in the amount of $24,688.03 to make up the difference.
The $24,688.03 was actually paid in CY04, but was applied to the incorrect state fund.

A journal voucher was completed early 2005 to correct this error.

This does not change the number and type of articles of voting equipment reported in
CY04. No additional equipment was purchased in CYO05.

QOther,

In an attempt to get a price break for counties that needed to convert from punch card voting
equipment, the state posted a Request for Proposals (RFP). This activity took place in 2004,
However, there was an error in the coding used. The mistake was discovered in early 2005
and a journal voucher was completed to charge $285.60 to section 102.



